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Abstract

“Is there a federal role in education? On the cne hand, critics argue
that the fedezal government has by a steady accumulation of policies usurped
a traditional state function and that function should now be returned to tie
states. On the other hand, supporters of past federal educational interven-
tions acknowledge that the federal government has, in some respects, over- ’
reached itself and has demonstrated by its ineptitude that it cannot play as
large a role as they once thought, The purpose of this paper 1s to clarify,
in some degree, alternative meanings of ihe term "federalism,"

Briefly, my argument is: that there is no doctrinal support-for the
notion that education is exclusively a state function, or that the federal
government has over-reached its authority by becoming involved in education;
‘that functional Interdependence is the central fact of federal-state-local
relations in education, even though it raises serious doctrinal questions;
and, that the past errors of federal education policy have been errors of
strategy, not errors of doctrine.
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Since the people, being numerous, cannot directly
manage their affairs, but must commit them to
" agents, they have resolved to prevent abuse by
trusting each agent &as little as poss*ble““ There
is no reliance on ethical forces to help the
government work.... The aim of the Constitution
seems ¢¢ be mot so much to attain great common. ends
by securing a gcod gu:ernment, as to avert the
evils which flow, not merely from bad govermment, .
but from any government strong enough to threaten
the pre-existing communities of the individual
citizens.

—Lord Bryce, The American Commonwealth

By and large, the decision of the American people

has not been to separate functions by government

but to maintain dual institutions vhich share

responsibility for implementation ef specific
- functions.

-—Dan1e1 Elazar, "Federal State Collaboratlon in
the Nineteenth-Century United States'

A large-scale reaction is underway toward federal involvement in

educotion. Tne Qnestion has been posed quite bluntly, both by advocates of
the;"new federalism" and by more s#mpathetic observers of federal education
polxcy over the past decade: Is there a federal role in edu:ation? On the

one nand, critics argue that the federal govprnment has by a stegdy accumula- b
tion of policies usurped a traditional state function and that functxon should
now be returned to the the states. On the other hand, sunporters of past ’
federal educetionel interventions acknowledge that the federal government has,

in some respects, overreached itself and has demonstrated by its ineptitude

that it cannot play as large a role as they once thought. Both sides express




skepticism or‘uncertainty about the federal role, questioning the assumptions
that have shaped federal policy over the last fifteen to twenty yedars.

Underlyxng this skepticism and uncextalnty are a nuuber of basic ques- :
tions about the nature of the federal system, about the role that educat1on
plays in that system, and about how that role should be expressed in policy.j
The puroose of this paper is to clarify, in some degree, the terms ot the
debate on thesge questions by examining alternative meanings of the term
"federalism." Feoeralism, I will argue, can mean at least three different
things. It can meah a set of principles describing how levels of govermmafit
gught to relate to each other, it ‘cain mean a set of functiondl.relationohips
oescribino how levels of government actually do relate to each other, or it
can mean the strategy that one level of government uses to influence another.
I will call these, respectively, doctrinal, functional, and strategic vievs of
federalism.

Politicalfdisputes among levels of government are often argued using all
three meanings, withgut distinguishing among them. Politicians freouently
assert that one level of govermment~- states, for example— ought to exercise
supremacy in a governmental function—= education, for example-- but day-to-day
operating relat1onsh1ps among levels of government 8uggest a high degree of
interdependency. Wh1ch definition of federallsm should hold: the doctrinal
assertion that states are supreme or the functional assertion that states and
the federal government are interdependent? Scholars and pclitical figures
often argue that the functlons of government’ should be rationalized accord1ng
to certain well-defined principles (a dortr1nal assertion), when in fact the'
failure to rationalize functlons 4llows cne level of government to exercise
1nf1uence over another through the use of shared functlons (a strateg1c asser-

tion). Which de§1n1nxon should hold: therdoctr1nal assertion that different

o \ ' . ; . ' .
levels of government should excercise different functions or the strateglc

0 ’- ' : 2 -. 7



assertion that intergovernmental influence requires shared funtions? Differ-

- ent views of federalism, in other words, imply different results; mixing

definitions without acknowledg1ng this possibility confuses the debate..
Another source of confusion stems from the fa11ure to d13t1ngu1sh :

pational issues and trends from federal policy and practice. Policy at all

levels of government is subJect to national influences— shifts in political

\
ideology, profess1onal qu‘pollt'cal networks that extend across Jur1sd1

'tionel boundaries, large-scale demographic ahd economic changes, for example.

Sometimes these 1nf1uences tra glate directly into national policy, sometlmes
they dont. Occasionally, they ;ffect state and local pollcy first and later
percolate up to the nat10na1 level, Sometimes federal- pOllCY effectively
preeupts state and local authority; ometxmes it leaves state and local
authority in place and adds an increme tal federal requlrement 5 it. Just
because an iésue has national consequences, or a national political:

constituency, doesn't mean that .it must be the subject for federal policy.

L1kew1se, just because 3n issue has traditlgzally been the prerogative of

state and local government doesn t mean that\it can never be the subject of
federal policy. In other words, the "national” questions and "federal" policy
are always d13t1nct, and their relationship 1s\usually ambiguous.

Education presents a pert1cularly d1ff1cu£¥ array of questions on the
meaning of federalism and on the relationship be\ween between national issues
and federal policy. Educatiom has been the subject of national policy since
before the drafting of the Comstitutionm, yet we still per51st in ra1sxnglthe
questron of whether there is a legitimate federal role in the field. A eteady
growth in ‘unctional intererendency among levels of government in educatlon

has done l.itle to soften the doctrinal assertion tnat education is primarily,

or purely, a state prerogative.- National mevements-— from the one in the

/
/
8 /
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questions; ard, third, that the past errors of federal education policy have

, i
nineteenth century that spread the common school to the odh\in the twentieth
ot : >
century that fostered raciﬁliﬁquaiity—- have done a substantial amount to make
education more uniform nationwide, but little to reduce distrust of federal

policy. In other words, while policy and practice reflect a strong national

interest in education, they also manifest g\deep ambivalence toward a federal

~

role. This rg the essential contradiction of federal education policy.

Is‘i; possible to make sense of the federal tole-in education, given this.
contradiction? Can one say with any assurance what the federal role is or is
noz? It is possible, I will argue, at least to define what federalism means
for educ;tion in doctrihal, functional, and.strategic terms; doing so adds
clarity to the debate, even if it doesn't prescribe ;hat federal policy ought
to say in every instance.

Briefly, my argument is, first, that there is no doctrinal support for'
the notion that education is exclusively a state function, orﬁthét the federal -
government has over-reached its authority by becoming involved in education;
second, that functional interdependence is the central fﬁqt'of federal-state-
local relations in education, even though it raises seriOur doctrinal .
been errors of strategy, not errors of doctrine.

. While the federal government may have overextended itself in certdin key

areas, it has not v1olated any constltutlonal principles by becom1ng involved

. in education. It follows that the remed1es required for past errors of feder-

al policy are strategic remedies, not a fundamental redefinition of the feder~
al role in education. Partisans of thg ‘new federalism" assert at the doctri-
nal level that educatién is uniquely a state function, without acco;htiﬁg
either for the important functional interdependencies that have grown upAamOng
levels of government or for the national interest in education. Likewise, 

partisans of a strong federal role ;n education have tended, without much

4 q
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analytic support, to equate the national interest with the necessity for~

federal intervention, leaving no way to ration scarce federal resources toward

LY

important federal objectives. Neither side of the curremt debate has disen~-

tangled the doctrinal, functional, and strategic questions that precede a

defigition of the federal role.

Federalism: The Doctrinal View

From a-doctrinal standpoint, federalism is the set of principles descri-
bing how levels of govermment g_gh;_to relate to one another. In the current
debate ovey federal education policy, the central quest1on is whether, v1th1n
the framework of the Constitution, the federal government has violated prin-
ciples-of féderalism by becéming involved in education. If it has, what is

|
the remedy? If i/ has not, Tov do the principles of federalism define the

federal role in education? /
One answer is proposed by advocates of the "new federalism." The federal

government has, they argue, undermined the essential principles of federalism»

by 1nterven1ng in a wide varlety of policy areas where it has no authority.

The solution is "reshuffling the division of responsibilities between the
federal and state governments and ... changing the political ground rules

between the two levels of government." (Barfield 1981: 61) The motivation

- 3 . \ .
balance between the federal government and state and local governments," (2)

for this reshuffling comes from (1) "a desire to restore the constitutional

"; need to reduce the growing number of federal cateéSrical grants,” (3) "a

belief that state and local governments are more fééponsivé to the reeds of :f
both‘ﬁenefit recipients and taxpayers,“’#nd (4) “a recognition that dividing
responsibility for a program between the federal.government and other levels

of governments results ip neither being.résponsibleﬂ‘ (oMB 1982a: 18) These

10
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notions of "restoring" balance, "reducing' complexity, '%eturﬁing"_functions
to more responsive levels of government, and "unifying" responsibility all
lead to the conclusion that federalism requires a clear division of labor
among levelslgﬁxgdpernment.

Mﬁnder the "new federalism," an issue becomes a subject for federal policy
only when it cannot be effieiently performed by lower levels of government.
(B&r(ield 1981: 23-24) Education is an especially snspect federal activity

because of its tradition of state and local control ahd because the federal

government s fiscal contribution is relat1ve1y smali.\\

in the short Tun is ble % grants coupled—vnth reduct1ons in federal expendi~
; s .

tures. Block grants are des1gned to sampley federal programs and to.locate
political reeponsibility fornallocatlon decisions at lower levels. Expendl-
ture reductions are des1gned not only to tr1m the federal budget but also to
reduce state and local dependence on/federal revenues. These measures are,
however, 'only an 1ntermed1ate step in a more amb1t1ous strategy that enta11s
"turning back to local and state governments ... the ‘tax sources [that] have
been preempted at the federal level." (Quot1ng Ronald Regan,.Ib1d.. 61- 62)
Turning back revenue sources presumably also means turnlng back dec1s1ons.‘

about how, aqn at what level, the domestic functions of government will be

performed.

The federal system that emerées‘from this doctrine is one in‘yhich levels
of government specialize by function, rather like the "li@gwr cake" model of
federalism that is sometimes.used to characterize earlier periods of the
American feneral system. (Grodzins 1967: 257) The federal government specia-

lizes in truly general and national functions—- defense and the regulation of

'1nterstate trade, for example-= while states and loca11t1es spec1a11ze in’

functlons requiring adaptat1on to regxonal and local c1rcumstances. The
v \
oA C \\
i N ] .
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division of labor among levels of gnye;nnent must berelean, the argument goes;
or higher levels of government begin usurping the authority of lower levels.
Sharing authority across levels of government creates a nightmére of "adminis-

trative failures, red tape, poor performance, inadequate results, excassive

costs and waste, and lack of control and responsiveness.” (Barfield 1981: 11)
The rationale for a strict division of labor auong levels of gcvefnmgnt,
then, is both political and eéohomic‘ Charging’eikh level of government with

[~
a cleaE list of resp0n31b111t1es means that each Ls\QLmlted by the authorxty

expressly granted to it, and that decisions -about- the ﬂbnestxc functions of.
1,.\

government are lodged with those units "closest" to the people. This d1v1310n
\ -
of responsxbllltles also results in an approxlmatlon to the Ia\ of compara-

W,
t1ve advantage, lodgxng functxons at the 1eve1 of govetpment waeret&hey are
"“gost efficiently" performed. "Closest" and '‘mesi efficiently" are vaajes to

vhich we will return in a moment. ﬁg%,

p—i

| Finally, the "new federalxsm comes equipped wlngjzizheory of the itifw
formation of the Union which asserts tkat, "The federal government did not
create the states," but '"the states. created nhe federal govermment.". (Reagan
7981: 2) This fheory is historically 'ir.orrect, as we Shafl see-in a monent,
but it is significant nqnetheless because itVSuggests-that the federal
government s authority derives from the states, and Qenea that the federal
government is obliged to defer to states 1n\matters of\domestxc poltcy.

The_clearest rebuttal to this view of federalisn/mégzexpressed by the

drafters of the Constitution. In fact, the curremt debate over the authority
of the federal govérnment relztive to the stafes was anticip?ted, and resolved
in important ways, -by the drafting and ratification of the Constitutisa. The

federalists—- advocates of a strong central government-- took the position in

constitutional debates that "the supreme power" to make and dismantle govern-

1() T -




\ - . ' .
ments "resides with the people;" they "can delegate it ia such proportj

“such bodies, on such terms, and such limitations as they think proper.” (Wood

1969: 530) The anti—feaéralists- opponents of a strong ceifral governmegﬂ{-

.

granted that "a more’ effxcxent federal government was needed,” but refused to e

concede that it should be constxtuted by the people, because they felt it

~

/ \should be "in pr1nc1p1e .. subordinate to the states.” (Storing 1981: 15)

The federalxsts prevalled. .Anti-federalist Patrick Henry conceded as , >,~

”

. At
, much when he argued in ‘the atxfication debate that the "question tans_Jn'
that poor 11tt1e.th1ng—- thg%expressxon, We- the people, instead of the s;ates ~
\ ﬂ.,
" of AmerxcaJ'(Ibld.. 526, emph. orige- Lyxng behxnd the federalist posltxon

D
_ ﬁas A stark fact of polrttial 11fe learned the hard way under the Articles of

Confederatlon.% A goverpment without ' 1ts own electoral base, and consequently

v1thout the authority to reach citizens dxrectly wlth its act1ons, is a

government at the mercy of r1va1 polltxcal units. " If the federal government A 'fv\_
| was a gover\\\ﬁg_gg/gtates, rather than of people, thea 1ts authority could be

underfined by any assertion of state power, no matter What th%\gonsequence for

the natxon as a whole. "The great and- radxcal v1ce of the Artlcles of )

Confederation, accordxng to federalxst Alexander Hamxlton, was "the principle *,

of - leglslatlon for the States in their corporate or collectxve capac1t1es.
( gde;alxst #15) The federal government is not, in other words, a creature of

~ the states. Instead “The federal and state governments are. 1n fact ‘but

il
dlfferent agents and trustees of the people, consfltuted w1th dxfferent

powers, and designed for dxfferent purposes," as James Madxson argued,
(Federalist #46) , ,
. — /

"vﬂThismbasic"principle-—nthat»the federai government derives its o ) H,
o : o |
authority directly from the people, rather Than from the states-- contains the

-

/ -

essential resolutxon of what the federal government is. authorlzed to do. As .
Samuel Beer has put it, the federalists souJ

ht/h establish Iﬁﬁ\thls prfhcxple
y =20

NooL b e : Taa A'-,_Jﬁgfa
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S
in the Constltutlon‘"to produce e @ scheme by whrch [the] nation would act

not only as the constituent power, but also as the continuous controlllng and
directing influence in the political life of the new polity." (Beer 1978: 12)
The nationalism or the federalists was, however, tempered by a deep
distrust of any concentration of political pomer. They held a radically
skept1cal view of human nature, which led them to the conclusion that control //
over the instruments of power should be "d1V1ded and balanced" 80 that '‘pover -/
" /

could be made to check pover ... for the common good." (Ib1d" 12-13) One
/ /1'1 )

source of worr§ to the federalists was "faction," or combinations of indivi-
. / i
duals pursying their self interest. (Federalist #10) The new Constitution

/
was deliberately designed to c0unter;ct the negative effects of faction by
nlaying the interests of one level'of government'off against those another.
The pational government, "thanks to the greater differentiation that goes with-
laréerescale,“ wou ld reflect the "social pluralism"-of the nation as a whole
and "cOunteract'tendencies toward factional abuse of power in subordinate’
governments.' States, on the other hand, would reflect "territorial plural-
ism" and “constltute a safeguard against encroachments by the general govern-

i
mentJ' (Bger 1978: 13-14) Or, as ‘Hamilton argued, "Power being always the

rival of power, the general government will ... stand ready to check the

rﬂusurpat1ons of the state governments, and | these w111 have the same d1spos1t1on

towsrds the general govermment." The critical acto:s in this scheme would be.

!

the people, who, "by throwing them elves into either scale,‘w0u1d respond to
the usurpations of one ‘government/ by using "the other as the instrument of

redress. (Federalist #28)

e ———————

The ‘federal system works the way it does because it was dcs1gned to be a

~/re2resentat10nal system, a system for.aggregatrng poiitical demands in a way

that prevents concentretions of political power. (Beer 1978: -9, 15-19)



Neither federal nor state government has a.claim to being "closer" to the
people, since both take their authority directly from the people.
Furthermore, Aif the federal system is designed to work as a represen— -
tational system, then it should not be evaluated pr1mar11y by how effxcxently
it works as a prodnctlon/System. In polxcymaklng and admxnlstratlon, Tepre-
: sentative-federaiism means "coordinate authority." (Wheare 1964: 2; Riker -

"

1964: 5-6, 11) Coordinate means that while "the central government 's funT’,

ctions cannot be assumed by [state] govermments, or the [state] governments'
. .

by the central, ... the extent of these powers is strictly limited by the

simultaneous existence of comparable, though never identical powers in the

‘other unit." (Livingston 1952: 81) If functions of government are.neatly

d1v1ded by levels, with no overlap or complementarity, then no level of gov= -

.ernment has a 1eg1t1mate claim to check the other's exercrse of power. On the
other hand, if powers and functlons are d1str1buted 80 as to give each level
'%omparable, though never identical, powers," then oae level is constantly
vigilant about the o(her's exercise of powver. Automony; under.representative‘
federalxsm, meane not that one 1evei of government exercises sole ownership of
those functxons of government in which it holds a comparatlve advantage, but
rather that one level of government may refuse to grant the other exelusxve

ownership of a functxon, even though it may concede a comparative advantage in
\

day-to-day admxnxstratxon., 0f all the funtions of government, only those
dealing with foreign affairs and defense can be said to be nearly the monopoly
of one level of government, probably.because’they are instrumental'to the .
survival of govermment itself. (Riker‘1964) In all other funtions, a level
of government is."autononous" up to the point where its exeroise of authority

encroaches on another's domaln, at that point, some device must negotiated for

the exercise of "eoordinate" authority.

L I
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The overlap and inefficiency of contemporary American federalism did not
come about, then, by inadvertenee or by lack oflattention to the "true"
principlesvof federalism. These attributes were _g§$ggg_ into the system. -To

the degree that it works effectively, federalxsm invites Jurlsdxctxonal con=
flict. It does 80 by dividing the same electoral base in two different ways,
which encourages people td/use one lavel of government to redress the short-
comings of another. Those attributes of intergovernmental relations that
trouble advocates of the "new federalism" are precisely the ones that are most
consistent with the basic nrincipled of the Constitution.

For‘education, the significance:ef repreeentative federalism is three-
fold. First, even if the federal government concedes a comparative advantage
to states and lecalities in the finance and administration of education,
nothing ;A the Constitution or the principles of federalism precludes federal
involvement in the field. Indeed,'a clear understanding of representative
federalism would suggest that as education becomes a "national” enthprise; it
will inevitably develop national constituencies that will applv preésure for
federal policy. Whether, and in what way, thevfederal government should
respond to these constituencies is a strategic:question of how it can best use
its limited resources, not a question of constitutional doctrine. ‘éecond, the

fact that federal intervention provokes serious jurisdictional conflicts is

- !

not1—by—ttaeifj—Suff1ctent—reason‘fvr—fém6v1ng‘tﬁ federal government from

education. In fact, the exxstence of these disputes is, to a de ree, confir- i}

‘-‘i‘. { .
mation that the system is working as it was desrgned. in strate#rc terms, the

federal government might benefxt from a more prudent choice of\#urrsdrctxonal
d18putes, but the absence of 8uch dxsputes 18 not a sign thatéfederal policy
is workxng. Third, the argument that federal 1nvolvement in dducation pro-

duces unnecessary administrative burdens and diffusion of responsibility may’

be an important practlcal matter to be considered in the de31gn of federal

_ 16"
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policy, but it is not the most important doctrinal issue. No sphere of
‘governmental responsibility is exempt, a priori, from federai involvement
because that involvement results in administrative'difficuities. The para-
mount question is whether the federal system works effectively as a fepresen~
tative mechanism; questions of administrative feasibilitf‘and economic effi-
.ciency arefiﬁpbrtant, but secondary. The federal system was designed to gen-
erate and conta1n confllct, in that respect, it has worked remarkably well.

) Notice, however. that representative federalism is perversely 1nd1fferent
co eva;lxng 1deoLog;ca1 definitions of what constitutes "good" policy. Good
policy rseyhatever electoral constituencies demand, not policy that is "just"
or "efficient" by some external standard. Electoral consxtuenc1es demand
different things at différent times. %ence, representative federalism does
not ‘inswer the question of what the“federal of state govermment soould do. It
only answers the question of how power should be divided. ngg:glisg is a

.——-—

wﬁw&wmmLMMmaﬁﬁ
gL____ng; escrib g good ggllcz. As W1111am Riker has cogently argued, the
idea that ‘federalism somehow un1que1y guarantees freedom or governmental
responsiveness is an ?5deolog1ca1 fallacy" which can be pro;en "demoustral
falgse." (Riker 1964: 13-14; 139-145) Federal systems demonstrate no clear,

Super1or1ty over Lﬂltary systems either .in guarantee1ng 1nd1v1dual rxghts or

in providing access to governmental decisions. (R1ker 1969 139-142)
Federalism,recall provided the rationale both for the den1a1 of civil r1ghts
to blacks in the South and for" xntervent1on by the federal government to
‘enforce those rights. (cf. Riker 1964: 142-143, and Riker 1969: 146) Nothing
inherent in federalism prevents its use for diametrically opposlng goals. To

" say that fedefalxsm requires the federal go7é;oment to pursue one set of

/ 4

.pol1t1ca1 goals or another—— as advocates of all ideological persuas1ons are

2 t,§17 . ' ’ '



prone to do-f is to misconstrue profoundly the meandng of federalfsm.
. Electoral n;gfg;ggtgs determine the goals of public policy; the federal system“‘
only defines the arena in which those ends will bc-argued out. Federalism is
"nothing more in itself.than an institutional device, which (like all such
devices) may be used as means indifferent to ends, or as a means which pro-
motes the wrong ends." (King 1973: 153) c
“In education, as in other policy areas, the federal structure has done
precisely what it was designed to do. First and forenost, it has‘divided and
dikgersed power. Secondly, itﬂhas made the exercise of federal authority, and
consequently the assertion of a'federal interest in/eduCatiSn, compatible with

1

a hégb degree of social, political, and economic diversity at the state and
locel\}evel.

Land grants, the major vehicle for support of education in the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries, wera accompanied by strong assertions of‘the n#tion-
;1 interest in education. Daniel Webster said of the Northvest Ordinance‘of
1787'that he doubted hwhether’any «. single law ... has producedveffects of }
more distinct and lasting character," and that "it set forth and declared ft}“

N

to be a hxgh and hxndxng cuty of government to support schools and the meang,

v

of, ‘education.” (Txedt 1966: lﬁ) The combxned land grants of the Ordxnances

“ 9

of 1785 and 1787, the various statehood acts, and the Morrill Act of 1862

probably constitute the largest: .constant-dol lar xnfuslon ‘of federal 3upport
¢

for education in the'history of the c0untry. ‘In addition to land grants, the
natlonal government engaged in a number of polxcxes, like re1mbursxng states
for expenses entaxled in ralsxng militias and assuming suate nebts, that had

the effect of "freeing state funds for educatxonal purposes. (Elazar 1967 195,

-

204-205) Because these mechanisms were indirect, latter-day analysts have

tended to mxnxmxze their sxgnxfxcance as expressions of a federal role 1n

2

educatioh. In fact, they contaln at least two elements that have eharacterf

o ) . ;» > -
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ized the federal role in education continuously for over two hundred years:
The first is promotion of education as a precondition of citizenship; the

second is collaboration with states and localities.

| ' .
Throughout these formative years, the federal government assiduously

avoided establishing itself as the dominant presence in education. In 1870,

Senator George Ho§¥ of Massachusetts introduced a bill to Yegtablish a

\ * 0
national system of\education, .. operated by the states in accordance with

-

federal standardsﬁﬂ The bill was a~response.to concern that "orly one-fourth

| . . \

of the persons who are growing up to assume the function of citi:gné>will be
able to read and write.' (ACIR 198lb: 14) It provoked violent opig:ition in
»ngress. As long.as federal 5u§port remained collaborative and indixect, it
was regarded as benign. When it threateﬁed to become adversarial and direct,
it was regarded as threateaing. To many, "maintenance of local prerogatives
, j
loomed f:ar larger than educa£i0n31 improvement; to [others], independence
from federal controllwas essential to that improvement.” (Ibid.: 16-17)
‘With the Smxth—Hughes Act of 1917, the federal government entered the
f1e1d of nducatxon in msnner quite different from the Lndxrect fxnancxng of
earlier periaods. A "potent ;nd assiduous ‘lobby" of’ educato:s, labor }eadeis, A
aﬁd business fepfaagy:atives combinga to assert, for the firéﬁ time, that the

R

‘national interes‘ required-promotion;ofvpartiCular~curriCula-—~agricultu:e;~w-’—M——*

1ndustr1a1 arts, and houne ecouomlcs- and hat the federal governnent shOuld

YR

provide fxnancxal support for those curric la. (ngs;le ‘and Smith 1982: 8-9)

The old elements of promotion and collaboration were still present; the new

AN

element was targeting of federal suppoft on certain categorieséof curricula.

13



‘The dominant mode of federal support did not change fuﬁéamentally threcugh
the 1950s; The federal government continued to use indirect financing in the
form of federal compensation for the financi;I effect of federal instal-
lations, "impact aid." Targeted support -for curricula reappeared'in 1958,
with the passage of the National Defense EducatLOn Act of 1958 (NDEA), de-
signed to stlmulate instruction in path scxence, and foreign languages.
Senate Majority Leader Lyndon Johnson said of NDEA that it "agserted, more
fo“cefully than at any.time in nearly a century, a national interest in the

quality of education that states, communities, and prxvate institutions pro-

~

vide' (ACIR 198lb: 25, also 120-24)
The passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA)
brought the final new element of federal education policy, targeting of -

federal suppoZt 6n certain populations of students. With the construction of

the ESEA Title I formula. it became legitimate to identify the federal
lnterest with classes of children defined by certaxn attributes-- low income,
educational dxsadvantage, handxcaps, language . dlfferences, etc. The programs
'.were a}ways hedged by explicit prohxbltxons against- drrec; federal typervxsxon
of curriculum, admxnlstratlon, personﬁel, or 1nstruct10na1 mater1a18.~.(Ib1d"'

33) But the fact remalns that, from the mid=-1960s, the federal “role. expanded

_to include &n Lnterest in chlldren of certain types. The loglcal extensxon of

\ this 1nterest was the passage in 1975 of the: Educaglon for All Handicapped-

\ Chlldren Act of 1975 (PL 94-142) which requlred states and localities to

imp lement procedural gparantees for ‘handicapped children and to provide fund-,

ing for services to those children from state and local sources.

Thxs gradual accretion of elements, from the eighteenth century to the

gresent means, in effect, that no 1ssue of -education fxnance or organxzatxon
is immune’ from federal influence. At the same time, the federal governmenu

assxduously reinforces state and local control, always stoppxng far ghort af '
t
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assuming responsibility for the provision of public education.

Tar from being:an aberration of federalism, this ambiguity is entirely
consistent with the medel ef representative federalism underlyipg‘the Consti-
tution; There is no avoiding a nationel'interest.in education; citizenship

and education are inextricable. The federal government, however, is ill-

equipped to finance and organize education; nothing incites political hostil-

'

ity from states and localities like the appearance of federal tampering with
che schools. The Americag soiution has been t; assert and reassert a national
interest in education, uning indirect, coilaborative financing mechanisms and
:argeting of resources on. curricula ana’on student pdpulations, while aZ the
same time deferrrng to states and loca11t1es on basic questions of.fxnance and .
organngtxon.b In the language of representatlve federalism, two dxfferent
aggregations of the same electoral consituency are expressing two different
preferences onieducationai pdlicy.‘“The state or local constituency expresses
its preference for decentralized control' the national constltuencyuexpresses
it treference for attentlon to ceztain subJects and populatlons. Because
these preferences are aggregated in different wa} they result in d1£ferent
-, N
policies based on d1fferent conceptions of natlonal, state, and local inter-
7;est§Winweducation.;MCitizensmare“behayingwexactly;aseﬁamxltonepreqlcted_they_e

would in Federalist #28: .They are throwing theirieﬂectoral weight first in
one divection, then in another.
The fundamental doctrinal flaw in the "new federalism," then, is its easy

equation of federalism with a very particular ideological view of political

"‘?é&?diis’{’s’i"i’icy and e’aﬁomic*?f'f’i“c'i‘aii‘éy. “In fact, federalism is idéolog’i‘c'a' 1‘ 1’y’"'
agnostic; it does not contain prlnC1p1es for deC1d1ng on the ends to which

policy is to be d1rected, or for allocaflng functlons to levels of government.

Federalism "sets itself the enormOusly dlffrcult task of inserting one

o -
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political society within another, in such a way that both retain their
political character.” (Vernon 1979: xxxvj It does so byadiiiding the same
electoral constituency in two different ways, making both levels of government
accountable to the "people," giving neither a claim to primary legitimacy, and
allowing the precise’determinarion of governmental functions to vary by the
preferences of the‘two constituencies. That such a system results in

ambiguity and disaéreepent over the proper scope of policy at different»lebels ‘
should hardly be surprising. Irvwas>designed for precisely that purpose. It
was designed on "the belief that power is evil, that prot:ect:l".on against it is

only to be found in a notion of balance, of divisionm, of reduction of power to

smal ler corporate units or to individuals.” Federalism, in other words, is a
means of "making order compatible with power's- destruction; ... a means of
reconciling as little government as possible with as-much [governmentall

autonomy as possible." (King 1973: 162, 155)

FPederalism: The Punctional View
From a functional standpoint, federalism is what decisionmakers at all

levels of government do, hot.what they say ought to bedone. Functional
relations among levels of government arise out of the self-interested behavior -

of politicians and administrators, according to the functional view. The - . -
. \ \

question is whether this self—interested behavior serves larger purposes or
‘ whéther it slmply results in "growth v1th0ut purpose. (ACIR 198la: 2)
SOme commentators view the growth of functiomal relatxons among levels of T

/
government with increasing alarm. Before the 19305. they argue, the fun—

°
. .

ctxons of federal and state government vere re1at1ve1y distinct, and local
governments were regarded as creatures of therstates.' The perlod after the
1930 g the argument continues, has seen the steady erosion of the dxstlnctlve
roles of federal and state govermment and increasing federal intervention N
22
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directly in the affairs of local government. fhese changes have been accom-
panigd by a movement from federal pélicy based on "relatively coherent notion-
of the government'g role in addressing social and economic issues" to Wnodérn
federal goals of ‘'sharing' and fcéoperation"‘whidh have‘resulted in "extra=-
ordinary interdependence and extreme fragmentation," leading to che looming
fear ... of unrestricted interg0vernmehta1igﬁ, [and] of governﬁental pragma=-
tism out of control." (Ibii.: 1-2)

There is.some support for this view in aggregate data on intergoverumen=-
tal expenditures. Between 1929 and the present, federal domestic éxpeﬁditures
increased from 1.4 percent of of Gross Kational Product (GNP) to about 13
percent; in unadjusted dollars, they have more than doubled since 1974 aloge5
State government expenditu?es.for all functions incre;sgd at a slower rate
over the same period, from 1.6 percent of GNP to 5;3 percent. Local govern-
ment expénditures increased from 5.9 percent of GNP to 7.7 percent. (ACIR
198lc: Table 2, p. 12) Between 1950 and 1980, federal gragts-in-aiﬂ increased
asi;_probortion of state and local expenditures from about 10 percent to just
over 26 percent. (OMB 1982: Table H~6, p. 17) "With this growth in federal \\\\
expenditufes came an increase in the number of_céﬁeé&;ie; offfuﬁding.‘ By the
ig:é 1970s, there were at least 490 distinguishable 50£estic categorical
programs, accounting fo: ;pproximately 80;percent of fe&erai‘érants-in-aid to

state and local governments— (Hale and Palley 1981: Table 5-2, p. 82; Table 6~

2, p. 108). oo

In edﬁcation, the grthh of federal expenditﬁfegrah&'détegbrical granﬁs—.
in-aid was slower, but foIlowed‘the'same pattern. In 1929, fedgral reQenues=
accounted for .4 percent of total revenues spent on educ%tion, while sfafe

-« — TrTevenues accounted foé 17 percent, and local rEVénueslaCCOunted for about 83

percent. By:i949, those shares hagﬂshifted to about 3 percent fedéral. 40

ﬁercent staﬁe, and 57 percent local. Between 1963 and 1967, the federal

o - ' o T »v+§;3123£3
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share doubled, from 4.4 percent'to 8.8 percent, with the ‘effects of ESEA, andr
it peaksd in 1978 at 9.8 percent. By the mid-1970s, the state and local

ghares had become about equal, at around 45 percent. These relhtiﬁely modest

increases in the federal share were accompanied by relatively large increases
in unadJusted dollar expendxtures, from $7.3 million im 1929, to $486 million
in 1957, to $900 million in 1964, to $2.8 billion in 1967, to $86 billion in

1978. (NCES 1982: Table 64, p. 74)

During the period of maximum grdwth:in federal expenditures for education
most new programs were categorical, in the sense that they targeted funds on
specific kinds of eufricnla or children defined by certain attributes. By

1975, federal expenditures for elementary, secondary, and vccational education
&8 - .

were being distributed through at least 78 eeparate categories. Educatien
resisted consolidetiod attempts that affected other areas of federal policy in
the mid-1970s, and by 1980 the number of categorical programs had declined
only to 70. At the same time, social services, with a }arger federal share,
had 47 categorical programs, employment 23, transportatioﬁ 36,:ané pollution
control 23; omly heale% care, with 78, had more than education.. (Hale and

Palley 1981: Table 5-2, p. 82)

.

In political terms, the enormous growth of federal grants—in-aid meant
/
movement from a federal system in whlch "ghifts of power or function between

=

levels of government" were the central issue tc one chaxacterized by the

ergence of new arenas of Lnfluegce among levels of government." (Beer

1978 AQ; emph. ‘added) Thé key con@txtuents of the old regime were levels of

7

government; thoae of the new reglme were vertlcal networks of federal state,
and local professionals whose ‘careers depended on federal grants and- regula—

tions. These Qertxcal netvorks were connected to "jssue networks" at the

federal level, again compbsed of professionals, whose stock-in-trade was the




. government. (Beer 1978- 18) Thé’reSulta of this shift were twofold: Firsﬁ

. \
mobilization of expert kmowledge to influence policy. (Heclo 1980) The

"common discipline" of "similafly trained professionals" across levels 3{

Co. . .. ] . . LN .
government, sharing strong economic and political incentives to maintain their
~ ‘\
vertical identification with federal policy, enabled them "to stand off théw

claims of rival disciplines and ccordinating autﬁorities" in state and local
\
pol1cymak1ng and implementation tended 1ncre331ng1y to be dom1nated by pxofes*

o -‘_' - \ \
sionals who ,were experts in a narrow. sub-speC1alty of xntergovernmental rela~ \

tions, usually identified with a categ0r1ca1 federal program. Second, the

dlst1nct1ve missions of different levels of government vere eroded by mutually

beneficial functional relations among professionals across-levels-of govern-
. / ‘ »~ /‘.
ment .

The political and economig incentives in this sysfem of'§ertica1 netﬁofks
have bad a profound effect on federal po}iéy,ﬁggbstantially veakening federal
controls over expenditures and regulationms. Tﬁ? kénéficiaries of the federal
grant—-in-aid system are initiglly the units of government receiving the

grants, and ultimately the individuals who receive the serviqes or goods

-—

financed by the grants. The cost-bearers are taxpayers at large. Administra-
!

tors and recipients, while they may-disagree on many things, usually agree on
; \ ] ¥

the necessity for maintaining or increasing the grants that benefit them .
directly. In this sense,Athiit\interests are "concertrated.” Taxpayers, on
the other hand, don't experience increased grant expenditures as identifiable

tax increments.. In this sense, their interests are "diffuse.” Once the

precedent is established for categorical programs, administrators and clients

have a stronger incentive to add programs and increase expenditures on.exist="""

ing ones than taxpayers have to resist ihcrgmental additions. Hence, the

intergovernmental grantasy§q§ﬁ tends to produce an ever—increasing volume of
. ’ - . L . N ~
programs and expenditures, with“scant regard for budgetary constraints or
. 't regate tor

i
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cumulative effects on state and local administration. Similarly, the system
tends, other things being equal, to produce‘an increasing volume of intergov-
ernpental regulations, designed to aesure that grants are properly edminis—
tered, that they are targeted.on the recipients for whom they are intended,

and that lover levels of government follow the same procedures in dECIJlonS
- -

affectlng clients. (Beer 1977; Chubb 1981; Thomas 1980; Wilson 198C)

~

The effect of these of self-reinforcing incentives on federal policy is .

\ . - .. ' . . 1 ) . —,w'
what underlies current concern about Munrestricted intergovernmentalism” and = -

.

governnental pragmatlsm out of control." ° Critics fear that functional

re1at1ons among profe331onals across levels of government will dlsplace B

-
dxsbrnctxons in authority berveen levels, creatlng a system at the}izr:yfof

$pecial interest groups and‘immune~to e1ectoral control -at any level of
: : . 4 - - N LN
government. In fact, this.fear is overstated. Functionalarelations among
. . . R .- ' . ‘
levels of government cé&rv their own limiting mechanisms and serve purposes

beyond those of therseif;interest of nrwfessionals.

—

L.

Government through grants—1n-ald is xnev1tab1y "government by remote

‘control" or "third party government. (Heclo 1980; Salamon 1981) In under—

<

taking grant-in-aid programs; the federal.30vernment chooses, explicitly or

« 8 . . . . .
inadvertently, to rely on other levels of government, or non-governmental
’ N \

. R . .
organizations, to administer its. policies. This devolution creates strong

~

counter-incentives to those contgined in the vertical networks spawned by \&'

categorical grants. Elected officials at all levels of governmeot-f presi- .

’

dents, congressmen, gOVernors, stete‘legislators, mayors, eity Covncil mem;fr;
bers, and school board members——'see'the'erosiOn of their authority by verti-
cal networks and assert a oonntervailing interest. Both the executive 3nd;i
legislative branches at the federal level exercisz much tloser'séfotiny n6V._

over the proliferation of newicategorical programe than they did a decaqeﬁego¢'

3 o - T




State executives and legislators are now involved, on ; large scale, in re-
viewing the xmpact of federal grants on state budgets. Hore importantly, the
"inte:governmehtdl lobby"-- the National Governote Conference, the National
Conference of Mayors, the National Conference of State Legislators; the -
National School Boards.Association, etc.~= exercises an inc;:hsing influence.

on fede£517poiicy. The political strength of these "horizontal" or "topo-

cratic" interests, which is largely due to their critical role in making the

" intergovernmental grant system work, explains the-emergence in the mid-1970s
_of grant consolidation and revenue sharing proposals. )} ,

Seen in this light, political support for grant consolidation and revenue

sharing are an equilibrating force, explained by the response of elected

. / .
officials at all levels of goveyﬁment to the erosion of authority implicit in &
categorical grants. In 1981, the Reagan administratidn chose to negotiate ,l

- .
only with the intergovernmental lobby, or not to negotiate at all, in an ///

effort to break the Lnfluence of Vert1c31 networks on ff\cral policy. The K
combination ¢f expenditure controls and appeals to the political xnterests of
the xntergovernmental lobby that characterized the "new federalxsg"’ caught
educatxon iaterest groups off guard. Havxng resxated earlier attemgys at
coﬁ@olxdatlon, educators suddenly found themselves the rec1p1ents of a new

block grant program~— Chapter 2 of the Education Consolldatlon and Improvement

._495m£§9}é2ff_Vh%?thgn§o}idated 28 funded and 42 authorized categogpical pro- -
grams into a single program.- 4
In other words, the self-xnterested behavxor xmplxcct in functxonal E
federslxsm works two ways, both to create vertical ties shong,proiessmonals at
~_jdif£erentheveTs"of"government”and”to‘?ﬁihrorce the authorxty,of elected - -
offici~1~ at the state and local level. The term "fhnction" has.two meanings 2
v1n this w.. - . flrst, it refers to the xntergovernmental ties necessary to 7

make federal Dolxcy work at state and local levels; second, it refers to the
'xb‘
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authority of lower levels of government arising frog their electoral base. In

the first instance, we are interested in how well states and localities per¥

form the "function" of seeing that national purposes are carried out in prac-

tice. In the second, we are interested in how well they perform the "fun-

ction" of reeresenting their electoral constitueﬁcies. Self-interest plays a

role in both, so it is not especxally useful to cr1t1c1ze past federal policy
.because it appeals to. the self-~interest of_ one g:oup or“another,—~1he—questxon ----------------- ~
is whether federal policy is sufficiently flexible to_respond to both kinds of
functions, and vwhether the self-intetested behaviot of professionals and eiec- o
ted offﬂc{els<is consistent vith representative-federaIism.

3;t;;hat of the argument that education i's a "state function," protected

against federal intrusion, if not exp11c1t1y by the Comstitution, at least by

the tradition of federal deference to state and‘lgbal control? A close.readf

1ng of history suggests that, coﬁtrary to conventional 'wisdom, education is

nexther a state or local function, nor a federal one, but a natxonal" one.

The period from 1840 to 1900 was the most important one for the growth of
;pubiic educdtion in the United States. During this petiod public school

enrol]ments more than tr1p1ed total expendltures on pﬁblxc educatxon

1ncreased from $7.6- million to $229 million in constant dollars, and the

1‘7\\\\ R

publxc ahare of expendltures on education grew from 47 percent to 79 percent.
j*

(Fishlow 1966: ‘Tables 1 & 2, pp. 420 & 423) Thxs was also the perxod durlng
which. the local organlzatxon of schoolxng passed frem voluntarism and

philanthropy through an intermediate phase of neighborhood decentralxzatxon to

_eitsﬂcnxxent_locallymcentxs&iaedwbuveaucratic“fotunm"éﬁatz +971+ 32587 Tysek
1974) Out of this period came an educational system that was remarkably
homogeneOus,'intcurriCulum content, grade/sttucture,'staff credentialling,

financing, and governance. "The result of this activity was not thirty

-




“organization. “In 1890, the ‘median Size of state “education agencxes ‘vas two

o
different state systems, nor prodigious variationms in local districts, but

—

instead great uniformity." (Tyack and Hamsot 1982: 20) In other VOfEE:\E\“~\\;\

- kind of national agreement besanvto emerge on the form and concentvof public

schooling.
Yet this was a period of remarkadly little formal policymaking, at least
by present-day standards, and even less direct\intervention;from the.federal

and state levels in local decisions on curriculum content, finance, and

people. -(Meye:, et al. 1979: 546) The U.S. Office of Education was a
statistical agency, largely ataffed by cast-offs from state agencies. How did
such broad national agreement emerge without govermmental iatervention?\

The answer appears to 11e in "an 1nst1tut10n-bu11d1ng soc1a1 mcvement 1ed
by men and women who shared a‘sxmxlar ideology and interests and who helped to
build a common-school system by persuading and mobilizing their fellow citi-
zens, mostly at the local level. (Tyack and Hanaot 1982: 19) 1t was\a
national movement that worked quite 1ndependent1y of federal and state polxcy.
In its formative stages,_the movement was calculatedly anti-govermment and

anti-bureaucractic. "The polity ... was not tohconaumated in a strong and o

" bureaucratic state; rather it was to be located in 1nd1v1duals and in the

exchange relatxons of a free socxetyﬂ' (Meyer, et al. 1979. 599) Hence, the

absence of re11ance on central control. The cadre of professxonal reformers

behind this movement, including Horace Mann and Henry Barna;d. accepted this

'

highly decentralized system and built their strategy around it Imitating

religioua evangelists, they formed netwerkamgi_iqcal influentxals who organ—

ized others in their communities. They initiated teachers' institutes, they

developed national professxonal assocxatxons, and published Journals. (Tyack

o]

and Hansot 1982 49-51) They occasxonally entertaxned notions of centralxzxng

governmental authority at the natxonal-}evel, but always returned to the

1
t



pragmatic strategy of working through national networks of reformers.

The single exception to the general pattern of national growth.in public
education during this period was the South. Southern‘stares lagged well _
behind the rest of the country on all measure of educational adequacy: Illi-
teracy among whites was on the order of fOur times what it was in the North; a

maJorLty of all pupxls were enrolled in private schools in che South decades
——--gfter- enrollment~had—sh1fced -primarily: to.puh11c_achools_in_thenNorth,,pe:::;:::

pup11 expenditures in the South were on the order of one-half to one-third

those in the North well into the twentieth century; the proportion of school~
i j

N ) ‘

age children actually enrolled in school in the South lagged well behind the

) |

North; and, finally, literacy and school attendance rates among blacks in the
(Tyack and Hansot 1982: 83-89: Meyer ' |

South lagged well behind the North.

| by

1979: 594, 597)
This regional drsparlty proﬁpted George Hoar's unsuccessful proposal in
|

/

1870 to compel by national authority the atablxshment of ‘a- thorough and
(ACIR |
|

efficient system«of publxc 1nstruct1on throughout the vﬁole country."
1981b: 14) It also led eventually to the formation of another cadre of
professional reformers, the civil rights aciivists of the 1960s, whose agenda

was startlingly.similar to that of the earliéq reformers, though their tactics
; t l

were dxfferent in some respects. Without reviewing the history of the schooll

desegregatxon movement, it is sufficient to observe that its effect on the

[

South was almost 1dent1cal to the effect that public school reformers had on
the rest of the c0untry a century ear11er. It brought the publlc educatxoo _

thern states more closely into alignment Vlth that of the rest of

system of

-

the country. ) . ’
In the early twentieth century, as states assumed more and more responsi-
sional certifica-

bility for rationalizing finance, organizatxon, and prof




tion, it became‘accepted doctrine to say that education was a "'state
function," and to assert that the federal interest‘in education, if it existed
at all, was clearly subordinate to the primary role of the states. (See,

e.g., Wirt 1976) Tbe historical evidence sugéests another intepretation:

That public education came about as a result of a national movement; that it

was seen by its instigators as a national enterprise; and that the division of

>,ﬂ”responsibglitiegzrgjlected_in:current“policyefolloweﬂ_from,_rather.thgg:pgggg;:::
ded, the growth of education as a national enterprise.
In functional terms, then,vas well as doctrinal terms, it appears that
the federal system is working as it wasfdesigned. The present ambiguous

d1v131on of labor among 1eve1s of_government-in-the-fieldof" educatron Ls\a

reflection of the fact that education is a natlonal enterprise to whlch all
levels of government have a claim. «The combination of growing functxonal o
interdependence among levels of government “and of groving reassertlon of the

representatxve functlon at state and local 1eVels can hardly be called "growth
wrthont purpose.” The growth of functlonal 1nterdependence occurred bec;use
it was necessary in order to assure that federal purpgses were carried out;
‘the response of the intergovernmentel“robby'occurred because it was necessary
in order .to assure that the gn;poses of state and local government would be’
taken into. account by the federal govermnment. The fact that this equilibra-

ting mechanism works with somethxng less than perfect eff1c1ency is reason for

atrategxc concern, but 1t is not a sign that the federal system is faxlxng in

= N

“some fundamental sense. -

qute the contrary, functronal 1nterdependence and frrctxon are precrsely

what one would expect from an effectively functioning federal system. In

‘ educatxon the federal g}vernment went about creatxng 1nterdependenc1es with

states and localities by introducing fxnancxal 1ncent1ves, by creating d1ffer-

entrated program units within state and local educatxomal agencies to 1mp1er
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ment federal objectives, and by generating rules and procedures requiring
‘extensive consultatlon smong federal, state, and local professionals. ‘There
are a number of ways these interdependencies cam §O AWTy: The txnancxal
incentives can be insufficient either tb compensate for the incremental cost

of implementing federal objectives sz to have any lasting effect on state and-

local practice. Differentiated units within state and local agencies can
8

~~~~~ —éteité—dﬁﬁhter-productLvewdivts&oﬂiZiﬁorg atiff“g1vxﬁir“féiu%ﬁf*£taffffﬁiffrfff_
sense that the federal governoment ‘[does] pot trust them to do the job" and
relieving tﬁcm of the responsibility to attend to the.cceds of students tar—
feted by federal policy. (Kaestle.and Smith 1982: 26-27) Rules and proce-
dures can dlsplace profeSSlonal Jadgement and administrative responslbxlxty,
creating incentives to regard compliance as more important than effectxveness;»
In addition, the more interaction that occurs among levels of government, the
more opportunities policymakers and administratofc have to obscrve the weak~
nesses of ‘their countcrparts at other levels. These negative by-products of
federal involvement pose serious problems for educatioWal policy, but they are
not, by themcelyes, symptoms of 2 failing federf% syste&. The failcre occurs
dhen elected represectatives at the local, state, and“éLderai ievel fail toN

adjust policy and exert control, as negative effects begin to surface.

' AdJusthg\pollcy may requxre Substantxal changes 1n categorxcal programs,-

organizational structures; regulations, anqglhe incentivgs that accompany

them. These changes may entail conflict among levels of government but they

do not necessarxly 1mp1y a- reduct10n ia the level of Lnterdependence, as we

shall-see in a moment. A federal system uxthout interdependence is one in

.

which mutual influehce is impgssible, and hence not a "system" at all;

\
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Federaliem: The Strategic View

| From a doctrinal standpoint, nothing in the language of the Cohstitutioﬁ
or the ﬁheqry of federalism precludes federal involvement in education...
Indeed, the hiiﬁoty of federal involvement shows that‘no'domain- finance,

organxzatlon, pupil asaxgnment personnel, staff development, oOr currxculum-—

is immune from :ede'al Lnfluence. Prom a functional standpoint, -the growth of:
interdependence among levels of gove*nment vhile it raises d1ff1cu1t polxtx-
cal and administrative'ptoblems. is hardly evidence that the federal system 13;
failing. Indeed, some level of interdependence is required inVOrderwfor one
level of govermment to influence snother. If there at; no inherent doctrinal
or functional constraints on the range of subjects or the level of .interdepen=-
dence confained in federal policy, there would seem to be ﬁb limits at all to
what the federai govermment can presume to do. |
In fact, there are limifs, but those limit; afé political and atrétegic/
~ rather than doctrinal and functional. They are set by the political sﬁpporc
/\jpat fedéral poliﬁ kers can muster for their objectives and by the~re50urces
, they put behind.those pbjectives. Cast in these Ferms, %Pe federal role in
.education is both more than deocates‘éé the “new federallsm".Suggest and less
~ than advocatesof past-federal intervention have assumed. ~
>The first and most,basic limit on federal inf}uence i;.the:fgderal gov-

- , . S
ernment's share of educatlnnal revenues. Federal funds have never accounted

*'""“fut"murt”thhu"i0”ptrtEnE:Uf“t 7€ tﬁf‘1~anﬁ;are ndE Iikeiy_to Vary- from this
1eve1 under any foreseeable set of %olxtlcal condltlons. At current levels,
a one percent increase in the federal share requires somethxng 11ke a
$900 m11110n increase in the federal contrxbutxon, or a correspondxng decrease_

in state and local contributions with federal expenditures remaining constant.
. [ 4

™
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(NCES 1982: Table 64, P- 74) Fiscal leveraée, in other words, is expensive.

In a per;od of fiscal retrenchment, declznxng school enrollments, and a de- .

clining prOportzon of the voting=age pOpulatlon with school-age children, the
_‘xmportant strategxc questzqg for educational decisionmakers is education's

share relative to other publib\expenditures, not the relative contribution of

different levels of government. - S .

. From this fxscal 11m1t on. federal xnfluence, all others followa It

ésans, for example, that the federal role in the delivery of education is
marginal. PFederal policy affects state and locgl decisions, if at all, by
adding some increment of resources to the basic program for certain target
groups, by addiﬁg staff with certain specialties to the regular complement of
professionals, and by requiring that certain rules and proceduresnbe folfﬁwqd -
over and above those normally obaerved in the daily administration of scheols.
Beyond these specxfxc, margxnal adjustments, which characterize all federa1

progr 8 in some combination, the federal 8overnment can rely only on its

moral authority to influence states and localities.
Federal policy succeeds— in the sense of producing outcomes consistent.
B With polxt;cally-determxned obgect;ves—- to the degree that the "regular"

program succeeds and to the degree that the margxnal adJustmencs added by '

v
federal policy workmxn,tandem.Hxihm;heww gular” program rather than.at cress—.
purposés with it. Playing a marginal role, in other words, puts the federal

government in the position of depending heavily on others for its own success.
' ‘ - * .

e {Elmore_and McLaughlin 1982; Elmore 1982)....
- Fﬁrthermore, the mérgi#al role inviteqﬁan explicit or implicit benefit-
~cost calculation oz the par: of state and loqél Qdministrators gnd policy—'_

makers. While the.federal share of total eXpenditurp% in an?Igiven sefting 
may be a small_f:actibn of the total, this fraction ié ngﬁ_ag_gpcﬁ?ﬁte\gggfgfﬁ

‘ \
. -
of its utility to state and local actors. A more accu%::: measure of utility

-

N
s
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ié'the added diséretion bought by_thg'marginal federal dollar. "Eighty to
eighty-five percent -of most local Qchool budgets are in fixed costs, mostly
salaries, while the federalvuhare is mostly in that precious portion that is
'discretionary and is devoted to special sérvices and program innovation."
4(Kaest1e and Smith 1982: 32) In.other words, the marginal federal dollar is
.ﬂ_myaluablc«towstatemandwlocalmactozs—EO—the-dégtee—that—i&-a&%tﬁurthemfto """"""""""""" -
undertake, and assume credit for, activities tha; would not be possible under
eﬁisting budgets. But in oéder fot the mirginal federal dollar to w>rk. effec~.
txvely for igdgggl objectives it must be accompanied by restrictions oa its
use, to assure that it does indeed purchase some incremental value. (Barro
1978; Vogel 1982) These restrictions carry a cost to state and local deci~
slonmakera, in the form of added admlnxstratlon and reduced discretion. So
the matginal.value of federal dollars to state and locil decisiongakers is
-"discoun;ed" by the marginal cosg 6f lo;t discrétion. When the number of
. fednv.] categorital programs increases, and the restrictions accompanying them °
miltiply, ~ith only modest increases in marginal federal.support, the net
value of {aderal support to states and localities declines. This was the

risky strszezic game federal education policymakers were playing in'thé 1970s.

— [ e g e e s o m 1 2 ——

When pa‘loymakers in other areas were consolxdatxng, tho§f~1n educatxon were
holdiung s~eady agaznst the decllnzng net value of federal dollars.
Increased complexity of federal polzcy carries other costs to federal

influence. The multiplication of restrictions-and controls that accompanies

the growth of categorical programs institutionalizes distrust between levels

of government in the interest of promoting better education for certain seg—,

ments of the population. Federal polic; was couched, at least implicitly, in
an accugatory rhetoric suggesting that federal intervention was necesary

because of state and local neglgct;ﬁvaf racial, ethnic, and linguistic minori-

&

)
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ties, of the educationally disadvantaged, of the handicapped. The growth of
federal education policy "occurred in a system of designed skepticism about

government," a "system intended to protect citizens from government by protec-

‘ting goverﬁments-from each other.” (Cohen 1982: 19-20) The problem with
institutionalized distrust is that it doesn't necessarily result in better
_Mm:esulxs_ﬁorﬂthemincendedmbeeeficiaries-o£~£ederalfpolicy;wtheir"intetestsuatemm—w
served by a careful orchestration of the federalygovetnment's marginal contri-

bution with the "regular" program, not by institutionalized conflict between

!
/
levels of government. /

The grovfh of categorical programs-in federa¥/educgtion pOIicy; at first
- a rational resﬁonse to limited federal leverage, begins to turn back upon

itself and <reate negative incentives that undermine federal influence. Or,

’

as Elliot Richardson put it, in the.eerly stageﬁ of federal involvement "nar-
Towly drawn categofical gfants m./actually ad?ance the targeted national
interest,” but past a certain point "the leveéege exerted by a given program

has almost completely dissipated: state and locdl administrators ,having a °
: /
~ bunch of carrots held out to them, are free to select those which feed the

/

act:1vlt:1es /u'hey ﬁould have undertaken v1th0ut any spc:c:’ajjducement.

’

|
(Quoted in Hale and Palley 1981: 19) Federal influen€e depends on the ab111ty

e e Rmimaie A

of pol1cymakers to f1nd the margin where federal p011cy is 11ke1y to be most
effective, to ration the use of federal resources to those purposes where they

are most likely to have an effect, and io avoid engaging in activilfjes that
/ ’

erode the base of services upon whlch mirginal federal resources operate.

[t -

.

If federal pol1cymakers have erred, their errors ha{l been strategic:.

5 allovxn%‘the number of categorical programs to 1ncrease beyond the p01nt where
the value of any one is diminished by the weight of the total, allowing rules
and restrictions to diminish the net value of additional resources to sta?f

and localities; allowing an adversariai relationship t6.develop between levels
, . Lh . . i
]




of government that led to disconnections between margiﬁal federal resources
and the "regular" school program. The degree to which any of these things has
actually happened is stﬁll'a matter of empirical investigation. But the
perceﬁtionxis strong that an increasing federal presence has led to a dimin-
ishing fédernal influspce. L |

;f the errors have been strategic, then the remedies must be strategic.
Théy are likely to be found in a narfowing of federai purpo;es, a calculating
and lkeﬁtical.attitude toward the value of federallreaources to the uaits of
government reckiving\them. and a‘studious regard for the relationship between
federally-initinted éétivitiea and the "regular" program; The? are not likely
to be found in shifts!of doctrine or function.

\

\
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